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DIGEST.

l, Correction of bid mni3take wnich would result in displace-
inent of another biddFer may be effected only where -rnia-
take and bid actnally intended are ascertained substantially
from invitation and bid, without resort to bidder's wQork-
sheets.

2, Where bid contains discrepancy between Uunit and total price
for an item, hid may be corrected clownwarbd to reflect L. unit
price vhiiheI is coinsistent with the total price, even though
another bidder is dlisplaced, since only the total price reason-
ably could be regarded as having been intended bid.

The Federal Aviation c1ininistration (FAA' requests an
opinion whether D)ondlinger & Sons (?onFstruction (7ornpany s
(Dondlinger) worLsheets may be utilized to determine that corn-
pany's intended bid. There is a clsc: epancy between the bid-
der's unit and tot, I Lid price for onle item. If the total amount
is accepted, Dondtinger is the lowv bidder; if the unit price is
utilized, then another b.ldder, Hunt Building Company (ullut), is
the low bidder,

Invitation for bids (I'13) No. CE55-6-19, issued mn
April 1, 1976, covered thoe cor.structi'm of a low activity radar
airport traffic cont. ol tower at ,he Springfield Municipal Air-
port, Springfield, 11issouri. Eleven bids wvere opened on
June 3, 1976. The xbstract of bids inc'icates that the two
apparent low bids xNere as follows:

DONDIJINGElR IUNI
U1411 'TOTA I. UNIT TOTA I

SCDIIF,1DUIiE I
JTE M 1 xxxx SU31, 000 xxxx $839, 707
ITEM 2a $64.03 38 300 $16. 00 6, 000
ITP'EM 2b 2. 55 700 7.00 1,9 25
IT E'l'lM 2c xxxx 4, 000 xxxx 6, 075

SCIIEIULE' 11
I'i'EM 1 xxxx l8, 000 xxxx 13, 000

TOTAL $8157, 000 $866i, 707
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By lett er dated JJne 7, 1976, Dondlinger formally requested
Ctat its unit price for itenm 2a be corrected to $8. 80. Dndclinger
asserted that a mistaken unit price resulted t rcrpn an error in divi-
.iO!I of the tc'al amount for tlhe item. Tten. 2a calls for the
construction of a water supply well. The contractor is to be reim-
birse( at the ui-Lt price specifiedt for the hltlnrlber o! lineal feet
actually drillrd, Bididers were asked to bid a total aniount for
the itema, lbase.d on the Governnenit's estimate of 375 lineal fett.
If Dondlinger's unit price of $64.03 controls, its total price for
the item would he $24, 011. 25, instead of $3, 300 as stated, in
which case it vouldl not be the low Lidder. On the other hand, if
thle toal price of $3, 300 controls, then the bidder's unit price
would be $8. 80 and Dondlinger would be thle low bidder.

l .A.'s initial reaction to tile reqluest for correction wao to
d1eny the request: The agenicy reasoned:

" * * * we concluded that the essential element
allowing correction Nwas tl.:.. the bid actually
intended was ascertainable substantially froll

th!e face of the bid, and that no informoation was
obtainedl from tile bidder ot tier than verification
of tle flqets which Nwere iprirrent on thze aec-FT
D1Uiflhex *.analysis cd tMe l5o nllngelrld, we
cdiicludcci that the bid, on i.s face, did not
clearly indicate whether Dondlinger intended the
total price, or t&e unic price of Item 2a, to be
the actual bid. We reacthed this conclusion bce.
cause there wctre no forn.mulas or otaer informa-
tion it, tile bid which indicated thle procedures
used to arrive at the bid price. M0orcover, other
bid;E -for Itenm 2a rvanged from a low $8 lineal foot
to '::O lineal foot, with several bids: between $16
and $20 per lineal foot. Accordingly, we believed
that the 1)ondlirger bid of $64, 03 per lineal foot
was not so significantly out of line waith other bids
as to clearly estaildish thlat tile eror, lDy in the Unit
as distinguished froni the total price. Further,
tile unit pIrice, if corrected to $8, would have
been the second lowest price for item 2a, and
would lave been sowr. iwlhat lower than the Govern-
ment csti.nwate of $10 per lineal foot.

''S.nce it was not possible from the fac'Ž of thre bid
to determine which price (unit or total) was
intended, but wvas possible to (do so only by refer-
ence to bicl sheets and other extrinsic evlrence, we
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con zludcerl that tl. e bid could not be corrected * * *.
Correction pursuarnt to FP1R 1-.2. 106. 3, 'other mis--
takei' disclosed before award', was Noct considered
because based upon the unit prices, the uncorrected
bid wEs not the lcwesi bid received, an-- correction
would Lave resulted in displacement of a lower bid.

IFAA reports, however, that since making this determination, it
has become awvare of our decision in lDalleteria, Inc., B-184321,
July 14, 1976, 76-2 CPD 42, which reconsielWeds Worldwide
ServicesInlc., B-184321, February 18, 1976, 7t3-T CPD 108.
These oprnions have caused FAA to heave some doubt regarding

its determination, FAA states:

"After r. iewing these decisions, we are uncertain
as to their application to the Dondlinge2 case. In
Worldwide Services, work sheets were fu.:nished by
Whbider f .) ver71fthiat a mistake had been made-
and parti.ally through the use of such shleets, it wvas
determineri that the bidder 's mistake was clerical
in nature. Apparently the 3hceets were utilized to
determine that the bidder's intended bid could Ue
ascertained fronm thre fahe of the bid itself. Latex,
inl Dynetevia, it was decided that the woi'k shetets
diJii6 c .aly su~pport this conclusion; and, arcord-
ingly, the result in Worldwide was reversed. It is
not clhar from the language of these cases whether
work sheets may now generally be used for correc-
tive purposes whenever tihere is a discrepancy be-
tween unit and t'otal prices; or whether, on the other
hand, such sheets may be used onlyvl where it is
already fairly clear, frorn !me face of the bict lwhich
price is mistaken. As noted earlier, our view is
that, in the latter case, cerrection would not be
authorized] for Dondlingev, because both his unit
and total priees fall w ithi1 o the range bhl by other
bi dders. '

Boecause of this doubt, the FAA hias requested our advisory
opinion.

We do not believe thawt either Worldwxvide Services or
N Dynetrl'a has changed the lawv concie-rllligT wlehielflTJi-hslicets

In~3lei.sed for bid correction purposes. Where the intended
bid price is clear on the face of the bid, resort need not be made
to the bidder's workashieets to determine the bidder's apparent
intent. '3ut in the cited cases we held that wvhere wvorksheets
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are furnished pursuant to Armed Services Procurement
Regulation (ASPR) § 2-406. 2, which requires verification prior
to correction of &n apparent clerical mistake, and where the work-
shlaets are inconsiStent with what at first appearea co have been
intended, the wvorksheets may not be ignored where to do so would
r esult in the displacement of an otherwise low bidder. In these
cases, worksheets were introduced for the purpose of confirming
the apparently intended bid, not for the purpose of resolving doubt
as to the bidder's intent. Therefore, these cases open no new
avenues for the consideration of wvorksheets to make bid co rections.
Ii Dondlincrer's ijtended bid pr-ice is not apparent from the face of
Its bid, relerence may noi be nmade to the bidder's workcshmeets.

Pondlinger questions, however, 'he FAA position that the
intended bid is riot sibstantially ascertainable from thie bid itself.
In this regard, the FAA concluced that:

"It is not possible to determine if tie error
occurred in tile unit price or the price exten-
sion, especially since Florlec Constructors
(the third low bidderl) bid $50. 00 per lineal
foot and other bids on Item 2a ranged from
$8. 00 to $2 5. 00 per lineal frot. 4- 4- *4"

Dondlinger argues that it is obvious from the bid that an error
had been made and that the total amount bid, $3, 300, is the correct
(i. e. intended) bid and not $64. 03 per lineal foot wwhich was irnse, ted
mistakenly. Ti support of this position the following observationo
are offered:

"1. There were eleven bidders for this
contract and theil prices for Item 2a, with the
exception of the Fortec bid, ranged between
$81 00 and $25. 00, with tile governmenit estimat-
ing $10. 00.

"2. If the $64.03 figure was correct,
then the extended price on Doncllinger's bid
Item 2a would be $24, 011. 25. If this were
placed in tile extended amount column,
theen the total bid would not be $857, 000. 00.
The estimated amount colunlin adds correctly,
but if the $64, 03 figure is relied upon, this
would change the bid, requiring the cOcrrec-
tion of the total price bid.

_4, _
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"3. It is also apparent from tabulation
that in the estimated amount column of all bid-
ders, one through eleven, all of the estimated
amounts were rounided off to the nearest dollar.
In most cases, the figures were actually
rounded off to much hirglher figures than one
dollar, viz., the nearest $50. 00. If the $64. 03
were rolied upon as being correct, this would
result ir: Dondlinger bidling a figure $24, 011. 25
which is not rourded off. '

Generally, .when there is a discrepancy between a unit price
and the extended price and the bid wouldi be low on the basis of one
price but not the otler, correctioi) is not allowed because the dis-
crepancy cannot be resolved without resort to evidence which is
extraneous to the bi' and has been under the control of the
bidders. 51 Crlnp. (sen. 283 (1971); 49 id. iT7 (1969); 49 id.
12 tOG9). 1!owever, where it is clear fBon- the bid itseli7
whst price was actually intended, oi uwlere on the basis of
logic and/or experience, it can be determined that one price
makes sense while the other does not, COrr ection of a bid and
displacement nother bidder s allowed.

In sco!u.e capes, it is obvious sclely from ihe 'bid itself
what was actual); intended. See, e. g., Atlantic Mainternance
Comparly, 54 Comp. Gen. 687(T975), 75WRY flOf8; r6Csoiiip.
fiJ7( 1966). ln most cases where crrrection and displace-

rnent have leen allowed, the intended b111 was determined from
both something in the bid itself (such as a bid price or aanother
item for similar work, 36 Comp). Geri. 429 (1956) and 41 Comp.
Gen. 469 (1962); a unit price schedule showiing how the bid price
to be entered on the bid schedule was computed, 13-173492,
November 2b, 1971; a bid bonid, 13-170450, November 13, 1970;
and a consistent pattern of bidding on the incorrect unit.
Dyneteria, Inc., supra and Worldwide Services, Inc., supra)
all frorl a compar`isori of tlb2 i!tconsistent bid prices wfil T5ler
bid prices received, the Government estimate, arid prior Gov-
ernunient expei ience. In relatively few cases, however, Cor-
rection ancd displacement have been allowed solely on time basis of
this latter comparison because it was clear from the coxnrpari-
son that only one of the discrepant bid prices could reasonably
be regarded as having bee.4 the intenided bid. See, c. g.,
13-164453, July 16, 1968, where it was deternmilned that a dceci-
mal point error' in the unit price had been made because time
stated unit price wollkl result in an extended price 10 times
greater than the stated extended bid price and 4 times as great
as the highest bid received on time item, while the corrected unit
price was close to the Government estimate.
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In this case, we think the standard for correction is met,
notwithstanding FAA's contra: y determination. We note that
every individual itemi on the Dondliiiger bidding schedule, except
for the disputed unii price, %tas substantially belowv the Govern-
ment's estirnate and lower than most or all of the otner bid
prices. Although FAA points out :hat one bid for item 2a wvs ill
,'he am )unt of $50, we believe that this bid is clearly not base-l on
a realistic value of th e v ork called for by the item and is not a
reliable indication for bid comparision 1urp03es. This bidder
quoted an even higher price for substantially similar but less
expensive work under item 2b--unit price of $8 for well drill-
ing below the casing point compared to a unit price of $50 for
drilling to the casing point under item 2a. Furthermore, we
believe 1)odld1inger;s bid 'if $2. 55 on1 item 2b provides a clear
indication of what was intended on iten; ?a. According to the
Gcvernmient estin-te the difference between item 2a and item
21) should be $6 per unit ($10 less $4), vwhich is attributa'Ae to
installation of the Nvell-casing under itemn 2a. Mlost bids
rec'ived did, in fact, n eilect a higher Dprice for the mcre costly
item 2a than for item 2o, Aside from the unrealistic i id men-
tioned ab wve and the 1 ondlinger bid, only one bic ., r submitted
a highe, 4nit price for item 2b than for item 2a, and we note
th)a this bidder submitted thle only total bid ($1, 783, 7()0) vwhich
exceeded the Government estinmate ($1, 007, 039). Furthermore,
we tlink it is unrealistic to expect that D)ondlir.geer, vwhich sub-
mitted a highiy competitive bid in all other respects, placed a
value of $61. 48 ($64. 03 less $2. 55) on the well-casing work
when time Governnellt Lstinmate value for that wvork is $6 and
most bidders valued it at no more than $19.

We believe from these 2ircunustances that clear and
convincing evidence is available, substantially ascertainable
from 1)ondlingerls bid, that the it em 2a unit price of $64.03
is mistaken and that thle total price of $3, 300 is the correct
price.

Deputy Comptroller General
of the United States
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